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CCNY moved its campus uptown in 1909, 17
Lex continued to house the downtown busi-
ness campus. CCNY grew into City University
of New York, which today educates 200,000
students on more than 18 different campuses.

In 1919, CCNY’s business campus became
an independent entity known as the School of
Business and Civic Administration, which
changed its name in 1953 to the Bernard M.
Baruch College of Business and Public Admin-
istration, in honor of the economist and fin-
ancier, Class of 1889, who advised six U.S.
Presidents from Wilson to Truman. By 1968,
Baruch College emerged as a separate senior
college in the CUNY system. Today, Baruch
College enrolls over 15,000 students and en-
joys a national reputation for excellence in
business education and public administration.

Baruch College continues to open doors for
young people from all types of backgrounds.
U.S. News and World Report has called Ba-
ruch College the most diverse school in the
United States.

17 Lex is about to undergo its third incarna-
tion, thanks to a $200 million capital project
approved by CUNY. The new building will, no
doubt, continue the tradition of educational ex-
cellence available at this location for the past
century-and-a-half.

Mr. Speaker, I salute the visionaries who
believed that everyone should have an oppor-
tunity to have higher education and I ask my
fellow Members of Congress to join me in
celebrating a new beginning for 17 Lexington
Avenue, the site of the first free public institu-
tion of higher education.

f

SECURING AMERICA’S FUTURE
ENERGY ACT OF 2001

SPEECH OF

HON. BETTY McCOLLUM
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 1, 2001

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4) to enhance en-
ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, today I will
vote against the Boehlert-Markey amendment.
I support increasing fuel efficiency standards
for SUVs, light trucks and minivans as a way
of improving our air quality and reducing our
reliance on foreign oil. I also support using al-
ternative fuels and much needed flexible fuel
vehicles that can burn the home grown eth-
anol-based gasoline E85. This amendment
asks me to make a false choice between high-
er fuel efficiency standards and an increas-
ingly successful clean air program in the Twin
Cities. It will stop the production of clean air
vehicles at Ford Motor Company’s St. Paul
plant that use E85 fuel. This amendment could
have done both—raise fuel efficiency stand-
ards and protect this clean air program. I will
unfortunately oppose it today.

The St. Paul-Minneapolis metropolitan area
has shown the nation that alternative fuels can
help clean our environment and sustain our
economy. E85, a fuel that is 85 percent eth-
anol and 15 percent gasoline, helps our cars
and trucks burn cleaner, reducing air pollution

while at the same time helping Minnesota’s
farmers and our rural economy.

The Twin Cities leads the nation in the num-
ber of gas stations that offer E85 with over 60
fueling stations throughout the metro area. It
will not matter how many stations we have if
we are not manufacturing the cars and trucks
that use this innovative fuel.

And that is the problem I have with this
amendment. Currently, our St. Paul Ford plant
receives a credit for producing Flexible Fuel
Vehicles that can use a combination of gaso-
line or another hybrid fuel like E85. Manufac-
turers like Ford use this credit as an incentive
to produce these types of cars and trucks. The
Boehlert-Markey amendment would shift the
credit from the number of vehicles produced to
the actual consumption of the alternative fuel,
whether it’s E85 or something else.

I agree with the amendment’s authors about
CAFE standards. However, it Is equally impor-
tant for us to provide incentives for people to
consume home grown fuels. Because so little
E85 and other alternative fuels like it are con-
sumed nationwide, would we be reintroducing
the age-old chicken and the egg conundrum?
Do we need the cars to encourage the use of
the fuel, or do we need the fuel before the
cars? Would this be a disincentive to car and
truck manufacturers to make automobiles that
run on multiple fuels? Would we be providing
a disincentive to car and truck manufacturers
to make consumption of alternative fuels, and
do not provide incentives for manufacturers to
make these cars and trucks, we will be left
without both.

What’s more the Ford Motor Company plant
in St. Paul has been a leader in manufacturing
trucks that run on E85 and other innovative
fuels. Ford, the Minnesota Corn Growers,
American Lung Association of Minnesota, the
U.S. Department of Energy, and Minnesota
Department of Agriculture and others on the
E85 Team have been instrumental in our area
in promoting these clean-air vehicles and the
alternative fuels that run them.

Mr. Chairman, this isn’t an easy decision for
me. We need to increase the fuel efficiency
standards of all our cars and trucks and con-
tinue to work on improving our air quality. We
put ourselves on the moon. Surely we can
raise the efficiency of our automobiles. How-
ever, I know what the negative impact could
be on the production of clean air vehicles and
clean air in St. Paul. I unfortunately have to
oppose this amendment today.
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The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4) to enhance en-
ergy conservation, research and development
and to provide for security and diversity in
the energy supply for the American people,
and for other purposes.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, we must re-
duce our nation’s dependence on foreign oil.
And while I believe our nation needs a com-
prehensive energy policy as a matter of na-

tional security, we also have an obligation to
ensure that this need is met in a manner that
does not jeopardize our financial security. This
bill takes a balanced approach to meeting our
nation’s energy security needs. But, it fails to
pay for any of these proposals which have a
cost of $34 billion.

H.R. 4 contains numerous provisions that I
have supported in the past and will continue to
support in the future under fiscally responsible
circumstances. In fact, H.R. 4 includes a provi-
sion based upon a bill that I introduced during
both the 106th and 107th Congresses that
would extend the section 29 tax credit for the
production of unconventional fuels such as
coalbed methane. My version of this legisla-
tion [H.R. 794] was modified slightly and in-
cluded in the Ways and Means portion of H.R.
4. I have worked for months to ensure H.R.
794’s inclusion in a comprehensive energy
measure. And while I would like to be able to
vote for this provision, I cannot in good con-
science support final passage of a bill that in-
cludes $34 billion in tax expenditures that are
not offset with comparable spending reduc-
tions. This is fiscally irresponsible. Such action
threatens to spend money from both the So-
cial Security and Medicare Trust funds on
which the seniors in my district rely.

Further, as a member of the House Renew-
able Energy Caucus, I have supported meas-
ures to encourage and increase the use of re-
newable and alternative energy sources. This
bill includes tax incentives for energy effi-
ciency programs and renewable energy
sources such as wind and solar production
that I would like to vote for, and I would sup-
port if these incentives were paid for and han-
dled in a fiscally responsible manner. As well,
H.R. 4 contains tax incentives for domestic
production from marginal wells that I have
supported in the past and that would increase
our national energy supply.

Last month I supported funding for the Low
Income Home Energy Assistance Program
[LIHEAP]. I would like to support the LIHEAP
reauthorization included in H.R. 4. I made a
promise to senior citizens and other people in
my district that I would not spend Social Secu-
rity and Medicare Trust funds. That’s a prom-
ise I intend to keep.

Two months ago, we were hailing surpluses
‘‘as far as the eye can see.’’ There was even
concern that we not pay down our national
debt too quickly. Today, we are watching
these surpluses disappear before our very
eyes.

Two days ago, the House passed an appro-
priations bill that spent $1.3 billion more than
the budget resolution. I voted against the bill
because in order to do this, we will have to
borrow from other priority programs or from
the Medicare and Social Security surplus
funds.

If Congress adopts this new policy of borrow
and spend it not only endangers the Medicare
and Social Security surpluses, it places us
back on the road to deficit spending. We must
not travel down this road again.

It’s time we made some tough choices. This
Congress made a commitment to the Amer-
ican people that we would not vote to spend
one single penny of the Medicare and Social
Security Trust Funds. We must honor that
commitment. Spending restraint, fiscal respon-
sibility, and honoring our commitments do not
come about by good intentions, but by reso-
lute actions.
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